CITY OF SAN JOSE
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San Jasé, CA 951131905

tal (408) £35-3EEE fax {400) 292-6065
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PLANNING STAFF

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
£r0 010 DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
(PLEASE PRINT OR TYFE)

ADDRESS OF PROFERTYBEING
PROTESTED 354 Shamyoct Br., Carmpbell, CA 25D0L

ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBER(S)
Gid~o04-012
REASONOF FROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning bacause See Attachment A

Use geparate sheetifnecessary

The praperty in which ) own an undivided irterest of at ieast 51%, and on behalf of which this protest Is being filed,
iz gituated at: fdascribe property by address and Assessor's Parcel Numb ar}
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

SIGNATURE(S) OF PROTESTANT(S)

This fonrm must be sighed by ONE ar mare owners of an undivided interast of at least 51% in the lot or parcel for
which such protast is filed, such inlerest baing not merely an eazement. A lenant under a lease which has a
remaining term of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owhar” for purposes of this pretest. Whan the owner of
an eligible protest site is a fegal ontiliy othar than a persen or persons, tha pratest petition shall be signed by the
duly autharizad afficar{a) of such legal entily. When such legal entity is . homeowner's association, the protest
petiticn shall be slgned by the duly authorized officeris} of such association, ar, in lieu thereof, by 51% of the

membears of tha aszaciaiion.
PRINT E - - DAYTIME . .
s nda Fred ench TELEPHONE# S K 7/0 7635
1 ADDRES STATE ZIPCODE
%5 o 6jmmm 2>, C’gz/w@be,éf oH PE 00
SIGNATURE (N DATE
& / e / F o
PRINTNAME e DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarkzed) DATE
PRINT MNAME DAaYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE Z2{PCODE
SIGNATURE (Notatzed) DATE
PRINTNAME CAYTIME
TELEPHOMNE #
ADCRESS CITY STATE. ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarizad) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAY TIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGMNATURE (Natarlzad) DATE

" Usesaparatashestif nacessary

Ol EASE SAL TUE ARBMAITMTMEOAMT RESLY AT /4000 B2E AR EMD AR ADOIL IMATIOR ABOAITLTRACRT




STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

)} ss
counTy oF <o [T ClAzA- )

WS P ) .JE) before me,TMb kbMSJNmmjr Public, personally appeared
Hondd. TRk deeics ‘ who proved to me on the basis of
salsfactory evidencedo be the persondsy-whose narne{sEl'j}u:re subseribed to the within instrament and
acknowledged to me that hefShchhey executed the same inbisfieftheir authorized capacityfies), and
that by higfhgithei» signaturcfshon the instrument the porsongs), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, exeatfed the instrument.

T certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of t

paragraph is true and correct, = ST
g k 10755
nm;ur Publlg - Galfornia
e Gi
WITNESS ry hand and offical seal. P
(Seal)
Notary Public
STATE OF CALIFORINIA ]
] ss.
COUNTY OF )
On___ . before me, . Notaxy Public, personally appearcd

- who proved to me on the basis of
salisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within insttument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hsfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their signature{s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exeristed the ingtrument,

Y certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragiaph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and offictal, seal,

— (Seal)

Notary Public
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -~ and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. T10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would resalt in the rezoning of
my property ta R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District apon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

i. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with — and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly knowi as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell mbrian 36 Proper
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the Cify
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 —an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property awnets to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Jucy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{cancerning de-znnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. Asrecently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s leiter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Froperty, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resuli in a downgrade of my current
servives received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermaore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because if does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmenta)
Quality Act ("CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} js legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complefe on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- ang is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance fo the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerfification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. : 2 3 | . Notice for the
San fose Plamung Commlssmn August 25th public hearing on the Prezomng failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommenced the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is prematire and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBE ' r '
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REASONOF PROTEST
| protasl Ihe proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Usa saparate shost If nacessary

The property inwhich | owin an undivided Inlerest of at leasl 51%, and on bahalf of which this prolest is being flled,
i& sifualed al: fdescribe proparty by address and Assessors Parcel Mimber)

¥ _1j3] Selton Dr lapghel) 29 5208

and is now zoned R1-8 Dishrict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undhivited Intarast which | own in fhe properly described In ihe stalement above is a
E/ Faa Interest (ownershin)
D Leaseheld interest which expires on

[ other: fexpiam)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPCINTMENT.
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or imore owners of an undivided inferast of 21 least 51% in the ot or parcal for
which such prodest 15 {lled, such Interesl being nat marely an easamant. Alananl under a lease which has a
remaliing term of ten years or longer shalk ba dasmad an "owner" lor purposes of this protest. When the owner of
an eligible protest sie |5 & lagal ey ather han a person or parsons, the prolest pelition shall be signed by the
duly autharlzed officer(s) of suchlegal entity. When such lagal entily is a homeowner's associalion, the protest
petition shall be signed by the duly aulhorized oilicar(s) of sush assoclation, or, in lisw thereof, by 51% of the
membars of the associalion.
PRINT NAR DAYTIE —
EF)‘mH [ TELEPHONE# Z&{~ 658 - 95,
ADDRESS *" CITY STATE ZIP COD
W3 Salern, D {amPloed] 4 e
SIGNATUBWW] . DATE B
IGA N oa 2 Yo
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
Vel Dana TELEPHONE# F0f —L5¢ —Fr %,
ADDRESS “ CITY STATE ZIPCORE
W3V Salern, . oo (a=fhel? Ca 75
SIGNATURE (Notarized) (/ DATE
< Ay 1,0
PRINT NAKME 7 o DAYTIME
. TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLURE (Motarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTNAKME DAYTIME
TELEFHOMNE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCGDE
SIGNATURE (MNotarlzed) DATE
PRINTMNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cImyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLIAE (Moterlzed) DATE
Usa separaleshesl ifnecessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.
o) Pl pmESAppicaton Fay, Gakioeg




S5TATE OF CALIFORNIA

b
couwwmgﬁ/k)@( Q/QCM@_J ; -

Cn Sﬁa‘ 235 WD hefore me, otary Fublie, perscnally appeared

Ll who proved to me on the basis of
satiefactory evidence-to be the person{s) wh arne(s) isfare subscribed bo the within insbroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signahirefs) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{g) acbed, execubed the instrument,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is frue and correct.

WITIWNESS my hand and official seal. CHANE M, JAME
b Comminlon # 1733378
n/ Sanla Clun:l Counly ~ =
'j M o (Seal) My Cormim Explres A 20, 2011
Motary Public
STATE OF CALIFORMIA 3
. } s
COUNTY QF AL )
\{ T
n %ﬂ‘l@ 25 LA, befare me, 378, Notary Public, personally appeared
e S i ENne<y , who proved to me on the basls of

sahst‘acﬂrr}r evidence-to be'the personis) {dhose namefs) sfare subsceibed to the within insbrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
thak by hlsfherftheir signaturefs) on the inskrument the person(s), or the entity wpon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the inslrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF FPERJUEY uander the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is brae and correct.

CIANE M. JAMEE
commmlaslon # 1733374

WITNESS my hand and official seal. _
2] Notary Pubie - Calffornia !
I L FJ  danta Clom County

£ QWWMW’ (Seal) \ My Convm BqeAp 20, 20H

MNotary Pablie

20194370
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-01() (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

L Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my properfy and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Dir. Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owmers Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inrtesponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue bwo different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirce, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-arnexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owneis’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, *Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference ta be part of Campbell.”

A Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefjt My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara af an inereased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Coda § 56375 3(b}{(6}.

4. &.gff Analyais of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with whatuses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wounld become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to inderstand and
evaluake the affect of the Prezening on my property.

5, Envirpnmenial Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA®). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) it legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent BIR woild need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. Al the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162.

. lic Hearing Notice Violated City and Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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_ SJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMTRL OF SILICOR CALLEY Flarning, Bullding and Code Enfarcament
200 East Santa Clara Street

San Jogé, CA BE113-1205

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Wabizite: www.sen|oseca.gov/planning

ZONING PFIOTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN BY
REZONING FILENUMBER

AD DHESS DF PFIDF‘ EFH'I"'fr EEIHG

PROTESTED UST Saleaito e m,aa@_r@_sa@z_
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

Y ~02.- 0% 70

REASOM OFFPROTEST
See Aftachment A

| protast Ihe proposed razoning because

Uss saparate sheatiinecassary

The property inwhich | own an undivided inlerest of &l lsast 5196, and on behalf of which ihls pratest (s belng flled,
is situaled al: ftfescribe property by addrees and Assoseor's Parcel Number)

AT L&éﬁ&sw /Mﬁ.ﬂi{_ . TXTes
Fteer o LIS 02 - 07 -c:x.:-'

and Is now zoned R1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest wiich 1 own inthe propery descibed inths stalemend abovais a

E/Fealnlarest fownership}

|:| Laasahold Interes! which expires on

[] other:{expialn)

PLEASE CALL THE AFPQINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zrinlng Puntssl pmspgicatn Rov. ER200G




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more owners of an undividad interest of at least 51% In the lobor parcel for
which such protest is filad, such intarest beaing not moraly an aasement. Atenant under a lsase which has a
remafning tarm of 1en years or langar shall be deemed an "owner® for purposes of 1his pralest. When the owner of
an eligible protesl sita is a legal enfitiy other Lhan a person or parsons, the protas! petilion shall be signed by the
duly aulhorized officer(s) of such legal enfily. When such legal enlily is & horeowners association, the protest
palition shall be sighed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such assoclallon, ar, in lisuthereof, by 51% of the
membars of the association.
PRINT HAME DAYTIME
,/: S foamn £ Sy TELEPHONE# S0Y <39 0689
ADDRESS / CITY STATE ZIF COLE
HET Setepnn g0 8ere A Zsewy
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
@ WAL,
PRINTMAME 74 DAYTIME
' TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS \ CmY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGMATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE# .
ADORESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLRE (Notarized) . DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDHESS Y STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
AODRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Natarlzed) DATE
Lise saparate sheet f necessary

FLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
“Zoning PuntasLprobbAp pleatlon Fuer, BrRRR00S




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county oF MR LUty )

e

Cn p[ (W([ : before me, h ﬁ Mo » Wotary Public, personally appeared

— W{lllm ¥. Fﬂ-\{ = . who proved to me on the basis of
salisfachory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfeare-subiscribed to the within nsfrisenent and
acknowledged to me thathkhediPenecuted the same ind@yherfietr authorized capacity(ies), and
that by Hehesfietrsienature(s) on the inghument the perean(g), or the entity upon hehalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument,

I cortify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correck. . i

, Nolary Public - Californla §
’ fanla Clara Counly -
224N 2

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
. 1 ss
COUNTY OF )
On before me, . Motary Pablie, personally appeared

;' who proved to me on the bagis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the personfs) whese name(g) isfare subscribed bo the within itstoument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same In hisfherftheir athorized capadty(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signatura{s) on the instrument the persan(s), or the entify upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instroment.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregeing
paragraph is true and oorect,

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)
Motary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest - and respecifully urge the City Council o deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. CI0-010) ("Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property o R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation o the
City of 5an Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning i5 proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 26.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Dir adicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper
Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2008, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners wag presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue éwo different
possibiliies for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff, Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite thiz disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Camphbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbeli, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Resulé in Annexat] ; peqe by, vy
property will not benefit frum I:he City of Sa_njose 8 mtended axmexatmn that will regult
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it hag not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As auch, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because if does not meet

the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375 .3(b)(6).

4. ataff Analyeis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
‘analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, Fer example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning., Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Envircnmental review of the

I’rezoning has not been conducted in cornpliance with the California Environmental
Uuality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attemnpbed reliance on the San José 2020
(General I'lan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The BIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accirate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the tirme the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR ig
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162, :

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th publie hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Flatming & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on thiz insufficient notice as well as lack of staif analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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| JQ CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPLTAL OF SO0 VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcemant
20 East Sanla Clara Siresl

San José, CA 3571131205

\el {408) 535-3555 fax (408) 292-6055

Weheile: wyrw.sanjosaca.govfplanning

ZONING PROTEST AP PLICATION

GOUNCIL
DISTRICT

EILE NUWMBER

opaTE —— —  —————

QUAD # ZOMING GENERAL
: PLAN ' BY

AEZOMING FILENUMBER -

PaOTESTED () Yo [t o
ASSESSOAS ARCELHUMBER(S)
X SE%F} -0~ (D32

AEASON OFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because _See Aftachment A

r ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING

Uss separateshesl if nacessary

/ Ths properiy Inwhleh | wn an undivided Inleres! of at |sms! £1%, and on benhall ofwhich this prolest is being Mad,

Is siluated at: {dascriba properly by adoross and As¥essars Parcal Numbar)
f o2 HE o (N = }/
s A e AT

. and Is now zoned R1-8 pistriet, {in Santa Clara County)

Ths undivided intarest which | own In the properly deseribad In tha staternent above is &

x EHFBB [niaresi {owniershlp)

[[] teasehold interest which expires on

|:| Olher: {axpialn)

PLEASE CGALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {#0A} 535-3550 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zaikrey i 9sLpen BEUAp i i Taewr. 8122000
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This forim rusl be signead by ONE or more owners of an undivided Interast of al least 51% in tha lot or parcel far
which such protest s Hiled, sveh Interes baing nol merely an eagamarl. A tenanl undera leases which has a
ramalining lerm of ton years or longer shall be desmed an “owner' for purposss of this prolest. Whan the owner of
an eligibla prolgst site is a lsgal entiliy other than a persan ar parsang, ihe protest pelition shall be slgned by the
duly authorized officor(s) of such lagal enlity. Whan such |egal antily is a homeowner's azsocialion, the protest
pelilian sivall ba signed by the duly authorized officer(s) of such agsocialion, or, in liau tharaod, by 51% ol tha
rembears of the assoclalion, ’

PRINT NAME DAYTIME s -
@ Tz TeLEPHONEE 725 367 74T
ADDRESS ) ' ﬁl'w STATE ZIPGODE
(04l Eopin  \ens  foepbell C A 3 Sz
SIGNATURE (Notarized) / / DATE /
i 172/ s
PRINT NAME ) M///I qk/ DAYTIME - ?1/’;
! i€ F B TELEFHONE# %28 $ro - 332
ADDRESS — i CITY STATE ZIPCODE
(096 Fren W=y ¢ bl ylis G G205
SIGNATUHE{NntarIz;d}/ DATE
S e = — "C?/ 2 ;—./ .
PRINT NAME—"_ DAYTIME '
£ TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGHATURE {Matarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDHESS cITY STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTHIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CIY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDHESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

Lze geparate shest Ifnacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zoalrg P LpmBARppGno M GR0200H0
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: §ANJOS | CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMTAL OF SILIOON VALLEY Planning, Bullding and Code Enfarcement
200 East Sanka Clara Sireat

San José, CA 25113-1905

tel {408) 535-9555 fex (408) 292-6056

Webslte: www.sanjoseca.gov/planning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL

DASTAICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

BY.

REZONING FILENLUIMBER

3
I

ADDRESS OF PROFERTY BEING e ' e
PROTESTED ol Erm Nﬂj 1 C“'“””’P bell CA 7
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

Pl — o~ Q&
REASDN OF PROTEST

| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

& X

Lsegeparate sheel if necassarny

The propetiy inwhich | ewn en undivided interest of al |sast 51%, and on behalf of which this protest |s being filed,
_ﬁ, s situated at: fdescribe propery by address and Assessor's Parcal Number)

ol Erin Way Compbet, CA 95005
[apce] Mumbher R4 —-0f — LT

and Is now zonag R1-8 Distict, (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which [ own in the properly described Inthe statament above iz a:

H Fea Interesl (cwnership)
[T] Leasenold Interest which expires on

EI Clher: {axpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zonlnjp ProwepmasiAppicalion Ray. 622008
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SANJOSE ' ——

cm*mﬁL OF SILECCN YALLTY Planning, 8uliding and Code Enforcament
200 East Santa Clara Straat

San José, CA B6113-1905

1el (108) 535-3655 fax (408) 292-6D55

Wehslte: www. sanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PHOTESTAPPLICATION

GDU NGIL
DISTRICT

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE e

FILENUMBER

REZOMING FILE MUMBER

ADDHEEE DF F'HDFEF['I'\" EE1NG

| PrOTESTED /90 Erk 0)::19'

ASSESSORSE PARGELNUM BER(S)

1t - 08 -0
REASONOFPROTEST

I protast ihe proposed rezoning boceuse See Attachment A

LIse separate sheet il necessany

The property in which | owa an undividad Inleresl of at least 51%, and on behalf of which ihis protest is belng lled,
ia siluated al: {doscribe propery by atdress and Asseseor's Parcel Number]

] [190 grin
Compler, 4 Y&
Lz‘ﬂfh OR- 036

and Iz now zoned R1-8 Distlet. (in Santa Clara County)

- The undivided nleresl which | own in the properly described in the stalgment above is a:
y ;E]’ Fuaa Interest {ownership)

[] Leasehold lnterest which explres on

|:| Othar: fexplain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 525-3555 FOR AN APPLICATICN APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Provast pmEsIApplegian e, R0




ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

members of the associalion.

This farm must be slgned by ONE or more owners of an undivided Inlerest of al least 51% in the ot or parcel for
which such protestis filed, such interest belng nol merely an easemant. Alsnant under a lease which has a
remaining ferm of ten years or longer shall ba desmed an "ownar® for purposes of this protest. When the cwner o
an eligibla protesl site is a lagal sntiliy olher than & parson or persons, The protest petillon shall be signed by the
duly audhorized officer(s) of surch [egal antily. When such [wgal enllty 13 & homeowner's associallon, the prolest
pellian shall ba slgned by the duly authorized oflicar(s) of such association, or, in lieu thareof, by 51% of lhe

PRINT MAME . )
Lmhlﬂ‘u S

YTIME ﬁf’@m f L_.I'
P eone#bg- S5 9-§ 37

ADDRES CITY STATE ZIPCODE
J190_gen_ LWy
SlG HE{MM ized) DATE
.ﬂ@"ﬂ\.ﬂ___.
PRINTNAME . — \ DANTIME
Ph, L. 69 EU 0 woed ELEPHONEiThTE aﬁf?;;’é%géﬁ
ADDRESS
16" € 4/0 way Canfabé*/«ﬁ— O G <o Z
(ATE
SIGNATURE (Notarized} ﬂm ) f{/gj/{gam
PRINT HAME DAYTIME v
TELEPHOMNE #
ADDAESS CiyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Motarlzad) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS ChY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMNATURE [(Notarized) DATE
PRINT MAME OANYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDARESS Gy STATE FIPCODE
SIGMNATURE [(Notarized) DATE
FRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDAESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notarized) DATE

Usesaparate shast fracessary

FLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonkng PralesLpmBsPppiziion R 622008




STATE OF CALIFORMNIA

)
COUNTY O gﬂﬁ«-ﬂfi @»@?/!»’-'E.J ; ”

gﬁ%+9 g S tbefore me, AQMD? Qﬁ‘l’imm-ar}r Pablic, personally appeared

b %Mﬁna_ﬁ

. who proved to me on the basis of

ahsfactﬂry evidence-to be the persun{qlwhﬁse nrmefg) i;fare-subscﬂhed to the within insteument and
acknowledged Fo me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their anthorized capacity(iy), and
that by hiz/herftheaic sign:ettumlh.;I on the insirument the pnera:w::nru[%r or the entity upon behalf of which the

pmmn{%lacted . executed the Instrurment.

I certify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the lawe of the Stabe of Califemia that the foregoing

paragraph is hue and correct.

WITNESS my hand and effirial seal.

LQL%@BTQ@@@-‘

Motary Pub]lc
STATE OB CALIFORNIA ]
] ss
COUNTY OF 960\.0{"&,, GJ_M.‘[‘ )

O q"‘ 2L 206 hefore me, ML che e A'\{U'ww
Pwllip 1£. Zrinesq

tanta 'l:ll:llﬂ County
My Comm. Expie Apr 20,2011

I\Imary Pubiic, peracnally appeared

, who proved to me on the hasis of

satisfactory evldenceto be the person(g)] whase name) sfze-subscrbed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefher executed the same in hisfhac/thair authorized capacityfes), and
that by hisfeesfieirsignaturefs) on the instrument the personds), or the entity upon behalf of wtur_h the

personés) acted, execited the instrrment.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing "

paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and officlal seal.

M Qma,?'i‘"“%
7 Notary Public

201543701

S gy Comm. Explies Jun 1, 2013[
4 e L

AICHELLE ANTONOWICZ
Commlssion 4 18514838
Molary Publle - Gallforala

Sanla Clara Counly o

(Seal)

!
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ATTACHMENT A

. TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reazons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Wi Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “nrban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 propetty
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be armexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambyian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket info our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result § t at Will fit My Pr

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we cwrently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resofved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does nof meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staffhas not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the propased Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoming on my property.

5, Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantal importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerfification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s appraval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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. SAN JO E CITY OF SAN JOSE
CAFITAL OF S1LIC0R VALLEY Blanning, Bullding and Code Enforcement
200 East anta Clara Sireat

Sen José, CA95113-1805
tel (408) 535-3555 Fax (408) 292-6056
Wabslte: wwwesan]oseca.gov/planning

FILEWUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GEMERAL DATE

REZONING FILE NUMBER

e

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING

PROTESTED J 0 Fé .~ (JAY - AAnLLEL oo’
ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)
_HNO2019

REASONOFPROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Usa separate sheel fnecessary

The property in which | own an undividesd interest of at |pasl 51%, and on behalf of which this protest iz being filad,
is situatad at: {descHibe propeny by addross and Assaszors Parcef Numbar)

[30D Eéin WAY AN Be  F4500F

_deisigmly £)14 1.0 |9

and is now zoned R1-8 pistricl. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided interest which | own in the praperty described in the statement abovais a:
Feelnterest (ownarship)
[[] Leasehold interest which expires on
] onher:fexpiain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
20 ndg FntesL pmb A ialian Ren: G008
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must be sigried by ONE or mors owners of an undivided inlerssl of al loast 51% in tha fol or parce! for
whilch suech protest is filed, such interest belng not merely an easement. A lenant under & [sase which has &
rernaining tarm of (e years or longer shall be deemad an “owner' lor purposes of this pratast. Whan the owner of
an sliglble protest sita is a lagal antily oihet than a person or persons, tha protest petilion shall be slgned by the
duly authorized officerfs) of such legal entily. When such legal entlly is a homaowner's association, tha protest
pefilion shall be signed by tha duly auiharized officer(s) of such assoclallan, or, in Fau thareot, by 51% of the
members of the association.
Pwa E I;J /grf DAYTIME -
S fE e _ TELEFHONE #/4 /7 - 74 ) -&3 05
G 35 IPCODE
g e é’ﬁm/%m 500%
SIGNATURE (Nov
— Fao-io
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS CImyY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME CAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZPCODE
SIGHNATURE {Notarized) CATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGMATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDAESS iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {Notar [zed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarized}) DATE
Use separale sheeat if nacessacy

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Zonkng PralesLpmBSApplcatRn Raw BFA008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
} o oss.
COUNTY OF '”1'?’?)[@ M’L"’—/ }
On 7"5’]@ S/ betore me, ﬁﬁc@ﬁ@ﬁ?/’ Om:)tary Public, personally appeared
Al f oo Syt eofrds pipgplid

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evldence—m 5 be the perscm{s} whose, name{s] isfara pubscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefehefthey executed the same in higfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behaif of which the
personis) acted, exeruted the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragiaph is trve and corredt,

WITMESS my hand and official seal. . ek S Commission # 1733374
Flisg o Notary Putic - Cailomic §
* %77 - santa Clora Caunty
[Lea £ (Seal) TP Wiy Comm, Ixpine Apy 20,201 1
Notary Public £/
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )]
. |
COUNTY OF ]
Cn before me, . Motary Public, personally appeared

- who proved to e on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instriument and
ackmowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in histher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signatare(s) on the instrument the personds), or the enbity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acbed, exeruted the Instrument.

T certify under FEMALTY OF PERJURY vnder the laws of the State of California that the forepoing
paragraph is true and correct,

WITIWESS my hand and official seal.

(Seal)

Motary Public

205443701




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny — the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C1(-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Resfdence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Sreamlined Annexation Without Frotest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisife o — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined "urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Dire adicts City of Campbell Cambrian 36 P

QOwrners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed fo the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, ane which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-anmexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappoinfing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into ot city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell

a Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Wiil Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended anriexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my cinrent
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of 5an Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that if is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Goverrunent Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3{(b}(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitied and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are carrently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wonld become legal non-cenforming. As such, it is impossible for me to undeistand and
evaluate the affect of the I'rezoning on my property.

3 Environment view of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA®). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirenmental Impact Repork (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its cerfification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). Assuch,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor cotrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. .

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the Cify's own notice policies and State Plarning & Zoning notice
requirements, Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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_ SOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAMTAL OF SIHO0N VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enfarcament
2020 East Santa Clara Street

San Josd, CA 95113-1805

tel {(408) 535-3555 fax {40E) 282-5055

Wehslte: wwwsanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PFIOTESTAPPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COUNCIL
DISTRICT

GUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDFIESE OF PR DPEHT‘(E
PROTESTED E‘KW WAY Cﬂmﬁ,ﬂg?c c% ‘7"’5"0‘0@'5!{?5/
ASSESE0ORE F‘.ﬁHCELNUM BEFI{S]I
11Y040[9
REASONOFPROTEST

| protest the proposéd rezonlng because _o¢e Altachment A

Useseparale sheet f necassary

The proparty Inwhich | own an undlvided interast of at [east 5135, and on behalf of which 1hls prolestis being filed,
Iz sltualed at: (describe properfy by addrass and Aszaszor's Parcel Number)

(200 ERIN why , ZAMPREL CA g ¢c0R-§¢0Y
4 Yivo20l8

and is now zoned R1-8 Distict. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided intaresl which | ¢wi in the propsrty described in the staloment above |5 a:
E/ Feslnlerast fownership)
[] Leasshold interest which expires on

[] other: jexpfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {208} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPQINTHMENT,
Zarlng Ficke1 prSsiig iRt Rav. SRENLOE




Page? ' ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by ONE or more awnars of an undivided [nterest of at least 519 in 1he ot or parcel for
which such prolesl [5 filed, such Interes! baing not marely an easemeni. A tenanl under a lease which hasa
remzining term of len years or longser shall be desmed an "owner' for purposes of this profest. When the owner of
an ellalble pratest ske is a legal entithy other than a persan or persons, 1he protsst pelliion shall be signed by the
duly authorized officer{s) of such [agal sniiiy. Whan such legal enlity Js & hameowner's association, the protest
petition shall be slgned by the duly adhorized officar(s) of such association, o, in lieu thereof, by 51% of ha
mambars of the associalion.
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
DOVGLAS CEDRBE RyLe/AGTON ITeepronesfdB 3506620
FLDDHEEE ig ;FATE Sf‘g
1ACE LN wiy 1 CAMPBELL [z G
SIGNATURE {Noterlzed) 7& M %:\ DATE
AL 2 ?—-"M"/Q
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {(Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZFCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motar[zed) DATE
PRINT MAKE DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {Notatized) DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME#
ADDRESS CITY ATATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notar|zed) DATE
Usesaparate shest il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT [408) 535-3555 FCR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Fividing Fanas | AT ap eI R S22 008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA H

COUNTY CF ‘lm M )

On &{ ’ ”/7/{” before me, H 4 [ , Notary Public, personally appeared
— {Hdéley BIU\aedolf  — , who proved to me on the basis of
salisfactory evldencerto be the person(e} whose namefs)dsfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknotvledged to me thatdpgshefihey executed the same indilyher/their authorized capacityfies), and
that by Jiyher/their signahire(s) on the instritment the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persangs) acted, executed the insmuunent.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California thaf the foregoing
paragraph is troe and correct.

M. 5. LUCIO
Commisslon # 1794411
WITNESS my hand and ofiicial seal.
Sonla Clara Counly
22,2012
ary Public
STATE OF CATIFORNIA 3
) R
COUNTY OF )
On_ _ before me, » Motary Public, persomally appeared

, who proved to e on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrumnent and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir sipnature(s) en the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pereonis) acted, exeuted the instrument.

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph iz true and correct.

WITINBSS my hand and cificial seal.

(Seal)

Notary Public

201943701
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because if does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning iz Ineufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning., Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided suffictent analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Irezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the Califomnia Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
Creneral Plan Environmental Impact Repert (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate, Since its cerfification, new information of substantial impeortance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {siich as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure efe.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need fo be prepared in order to indlude new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. '

6. Public Hearing Nofice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Plannirg Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, fhe FPlanning
Commission’s recommendation is nulf and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030{B).
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200 East Santa Clara Sirast

San Joss, CAD5113-1005
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER COLINGIL

DISTAICT
QUAD # ZONNG GENERAL DATE
- FLAN ' By

REZONINGFILE MUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEING .
FROTESTED | 50 Splelilo Dl - @mﬂéeﬁ 9 eof
ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER(S)
REASON OF PROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest Ihe proposad rezoning becauss

Usa separaie shest if noceseary

Tha property In which | awn an undlvided Inlerest of at |sasl 51%, and on buhsll of which this protest Is being Ated,
is siuated al: {daseribe propedy by address and Assossors Parcel Numbar)

rrs0 Saleny Dr  _LpmPBel, CA Gy ool
Pirtee) [ Y4085 04— 00

and I3 now zaned R1-8 Disirici. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided [nlarest which | own In the property dascried inthe slatement above is &
IE Feslnterest {ownersiip}
] Leasehald inlerast which axplres on

[} Other. fexptain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT ({408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATLON APFQINTMENT,
Zarlng Prolskpr@siipphcslo Rev, SR8




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This lorm must ba slgnad by ONE or mora owners of an undivided intsrest of a1 least 51% in1hs lot or parcel for
which such protest i filed, such interest being nol marely an sasement. Alanant under a lease which has a
remalning tarm oHen years or longer shall bs deemad an "owner for purpases of this profest. When the owner of
an aligible protest sils is a lagal enliliy olher than a parson or persons, the prolest palilion shall be signed by the
duly auliarized officers) of such legal enlity. Wheo such tegal entily s a homeawner's azsociaiion, the protest
pelilion shafl be signed by Ihe duly sulhorized officer(s) of sueh association, or, I lisu thareo!, by 51% of tha
members ofthe associalion.
PRINT DAYTIME  fLcrf - d-o7 e
}M f%f/:t 7, KueH TELEFHONE # 7
ADDRESS /!% ) | STATE IPGODE
_/B,ﬁ. o SO C>);.%’ /faf%ﬁ = Los?
SIGNATU rized] CA D?]E
%mg 7@ /227 /0
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME ##
ADDAESS Iy STATE ZIP CODE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
FRINTHAME CAYTIME
._|TELEPHOHNE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCCDE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) _ DATE
PRINTHAME DAY TIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRAESS cIy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATLIAE [Nuta_rize-d] ] DATE
PRINTHNAME DAYTIME
TELEFPHOME #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Moberlzed) DATE
PRINTHMAME CAYTIME
TELEFHOMWE#
ADDRESS oIy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Motarlzed) DATE
Uze geparate sheet if nacessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
ol ProtesLERCREn Ry 208




STATE OF CALIFORMIA )

counTY or K CL A )

On q’! ’U{ {Iﬁ Lefore me, Hﬁwm , Botary Tublic, personally appearad
?ﬁ'{ﬂ@fﬁr J. puat- _ who proved to me on the basis of

satlsfactory evidenceo be the personis) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instroment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in histher/their authorized capacity({ies), and

that by hisfher/their signatuze(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pereonis) acked, exeuted the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph Is trite and correct. o

K. 5, LUCIO
% Commission # 1796411

S

i ! $121 Noiary Pubils - Callfornla §
WITNESS any Jpend an ofjictal st r&h‘%ﬁj Sﬂpl'l:'lﬂ Clara County 3
' LS 22,2012
ik ( J (Seal)
fary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
] ss

COUNTY OF )
Om before me, __ Mntary Public, personally appeared

, who proved b me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence4o be the person(s) whose name(s) fsfare subscribed to the within instument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same fn hisfher/their suthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the persen(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
peison(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY wunder the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is ue and correct.

WITHESS my hand and offical seal.

— {Seal)
Motary Public

20¥4370.1




Residential
ATTACH A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest — and respectfully urge the Gity Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No, C10-010) (*Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property fo R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite fo - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “nrban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Joze.

2. Prezoning Directly Confradicts City of Campbel]l and Cambrian 35 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which direcfly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
passibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners' interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 201(}, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Pr i ill Regult in Annexation that Will No ' Property. M
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it wiil result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does net currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermaore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(8).

4. Staff Analvsis of Prezoning js Insufficient. Statf has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condibonal
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities ete. Purther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me o understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Reyiew of Prezoning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Joses attempted reliance on the San Jasé 2020
General Plan Environmental Jmpact Report (“BIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accirate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance fo the
Prezoning that was not known and could nothave been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complefe is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). Assuch, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
irformation since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum fo the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
(Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

a. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning fafled to
comply with the City’s own notice palicies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and vold and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

COURCIL
DISTRIGT

FILENUMBER

QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
- PLAN -

REZOMING FILENUMEER

% ADDRESSOF FROPERTY BEING

x PROTESTED /157 Sq fero D C@:m{;
ASSESSORS PARCELNUMBERGS) _
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AEASONOFPROTEST

See Attachment A

| protest Ihe proposad rezoning becales

Use separale shest ifnecessany

The property inwhich | own en undlvided intsrest of at [east 519, and on behalf ot which this prolest is baing filed,
|5 siluated al; {descife propedy by addrass andﬂs7ssn? Parcal Number)

£g7 _%/pwmp {Dr’“. Cﬂgyﬂ&;? i) G:L
H4l14-02-07F

. and ls now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undwided Irteresl which | own in the properly described in the slalems mi above IS a:

x E Fes Interest fownership)

[] ‘Leasehold Interast which expires on

D Othat: fexplzin)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3553 FOR AN APPLIGATION APPOINTMENT,
Zontng PlolesLpmEsip pkeilluy el 200




Page?2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form musi ba signad iy ONE or mors owriars of an undivided interest of at lsasl 51% In the ol or parcel for
which such protest s lilad, such intersst being nat maraly ah easemsanl. Atenant under aleasawhlchhas a
remaining 1orm of tan years ot longer shall ba deemed an “owner* for purposes of this prolesl. When the owiar of
an eligible protest sile is a lagel enlitiy olhar than a person or persons, the protesl pelition shall be signied by the
duly authorizad olicet{s) of such legal entily. When such tegal entily [5 4 homeowner's associalion, Ihe protest
patition shall be signed by the duly aulhorized officer(s) of such associalion, or, in lisutheredl, by 51% of Lhe
members of the assoclalion.
FRINTMAM DAYTIME _
‘?Qw;:a e/l Jnies quqaro’/ TELEPHONE# 708 -837-/752
ADDRESS / CiTY @TE ZIF CODE
;;8—7 ,gq—l[\‘?\lc»‘rd /q‘r:;g’ﬁ:"_ C%Mfé‘/( ' F T2
SIGMATURE (Moterlzed) [hiith?,7
{ / 2 // - 27 /0
PRINT NAME - / DAY TIME
TELEPHOME #
ADDRESS oY STATE ZIPCOBE
SIGHNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PAINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS cImy STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed} . DATE
PRINTMAME DANTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CImyY STATE 2P CQDE
SIGNATURE {(MNotarlzed} DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS GITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notat [2ed) DATE
PRINT HAME DANTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS Cmy STATE ZIF CODE
SIGMATURE [Notarized) _ DATE
Useseparalesheetif necessary

PLEASE CGALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoritdg Pealeps pmESiAppioatcn Fan &l fi0os




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

county o PR CLNE )

qlﬁl |":II before me, hﬁrwﬁ . Matary Public, personally appl;ared

n
]ZI]ﬁ@” J&;@ H%ﬂfﬂz nuli , who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose namie(s) isfare subscribed to the within inastrument and

acknowledged to me that hejshe/they executed the same in hiefher/their authorized capacityiles), and
that by hisfherfthelr signature(s) on the insmument the person(s), or the entity upom behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execoted the instrument.

T

55,

I certify nnder FANALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is brue and correct.

—_

L M. 5. LUCID
&7 1R Commission # 1796431

§ e Gadel] Notary Publlc - Calltorla E
, sanla Claru County
Comm. 22 2012
{Seal)
STATE OF CALIFURMIA )i
] =8
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Matary Public, perscnatly appeared

, who proved o me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence to be the persan(s) whose name{s) isfare suhscribed to the within inshument and
acknowledged ko me that hefshefthey executed the savoe in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hig/her/their signaiure(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s] acted, execnted the instrment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the feregoing
paragraph 1 foe and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

{Seal)

Mokary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING FROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {*Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1.  Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjuncéion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation {pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of 5an Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 —an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambiian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2008, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented ta the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1934 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our ecity. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference ta be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Regult in Annexation that Will Not Benefji My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
wrban igland annexabion pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.2(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not previded a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the praposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities eke. Further, it hag not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming,. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5, Envirpnmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the 3an José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not carrent
nor accurate. Since its ceréification, new information of substantia) importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR wonld need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Reguirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own netice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficfent notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form musl be signed by GHE or more owners ol an undivided inlerast of af least 51% in the o or parcel for
which such pratestIs flled, such intarest belng not merely an easemenl. A tenant under a [zasewhich has a
remaining lerm often ysars or longer shall be desmed an "owner* for purposes of this prolssl. When the awnaer of
an eligible pratest sita is a legal entitiy olter lian a person or persans, 1he prolest petlion shell ba signed by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal enfity. When such legal enlity |s a homeowner's assoclation, tha protest
patillon shall be signad by the duly aulhorized officer(s) of such associalion, or, in lieu theraol, by &1% of e
members of the associatlor,
PRINTHAME-: DAYTIME
e & /“Lmi reLephoNEs (448) TH/-3778
ADDRESS CiTY STATE 2IPCODE
ST fhongr hlav ComnP L £, I500B
SIGNA 261 DATE / /
GFSRE [ T
PHNTNAME DAYTIME '
TELEFHOWE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATLIRE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIE
TELEPHOMRE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) : DATE
PRINTMAME GAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ALDDRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarized) DATE
PRINTWAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CmyY STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTHAME LAYTIME
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ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
LIsespparata shest il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMEMT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFFPQINTMENT,
Zoridng PovasLpmiSiapooalkin Ay, BruEn0s




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

]
CGUNTYDFM M@f& ; -

<

On =2 _.'J - & me, AQ B L ! prai#) | Notary Publie, personally appeared |
bi.{. . / who proved to me on the basis of i

Sahsfactor_',r Ewdem:e-lo ke the pal:sonfaf' whos& name(gy sfere subseribed fo fhe within Instrument and i

acknowledgad to me that hefsheftheeexecuted the same in hig/kerfthets suthorized cap amtﬂiéﬁ), and :

that by hisfhegtthedr sipna mml‘aﬁon the insfmment the pe:rﬁon[hﬁ; or the entity upon behalf of iwhich the

persml{‘s',[ acted, exeruted the inshument,

I certify under FEMALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragraph is trne and eorrect.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. - 17T
\ L §7  tunta Clnrn Counly ;
g Q{ Ezif%ﬂ Qay_g,g-/ S My Comm, Expies iy 20,201
Motary Public
STATE OF CALIFORNIA J
) s
COUNTY OF _ )
On before me, ; Wotary Public, peracnally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) 1sfare subscribed bo the within Inshument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exaruted the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/thelr signabure(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persond{s) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify under PEMALTY OF PERJURY under the faws of the Stale of California that the foregeing
paragraph is broe and carrect.

WITHESS my hand and officilal seal.

{Seal)

MNotary Publie

20154370, |
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service. As such, the City's intended armexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)}6).

4. Staff Analyris of Prezoning is nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor hag it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {("CEQA"). the City of San Jose’s atiempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in tirban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR wotuild need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

0. Public Hearing Notice Viclated City an tice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s owmn notice policies and State Planning & Zomng notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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CITY OF

| JO CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL OF SILICON TALLEY Planning, Buliding and Code Enforcament
a0 E5et Santa Clara Strest

San José, CA 05113-1505
tel {408) 5353555 Tax (40B) 262-6055
Wehsita: wwv.sanjoseca.govplanning

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILE.NUI'\I'IBEF{ OO

QuUAD # ZOMING GEMERAL
: PLAN ' BY

DATE

REZONING FILE NUMBER -

ADDRESS OF PROPERTYBEING .
PROTESTED | 7 999 Selermn Drive (onpbell ca- 95003

ASSESSOR'S PARGEL MUMBER(S)
“Hiz - 23F-092

AEASONOQFPROTEST
Yee Attachment A

| protest lha propossd rezoning because

Use separate shestifnecessary

The praperty in whizh | cwn an ubdbvided inlerest of al 1oast 51%, and on behalf of which ihis protesl s being fHed,
is siluated al: {taserfbe proparty by address and Assassors Parcel Number)

Tt Rlogetty L 955 Salove Divve, Comphel{ CA- 95003
Parcel Nuveboo 12 —39-042 .

. and is now zonod R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlerast which | own in the properly described in the stelams nt shove 5 &:
IZI Fas Intatast {cwnership)
[] Leasehold Interest which explres on

I:I Gther: faxpialn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APP LICATION APFOINTMENT.
Zane] Prolas profSRppecalin ey afafnts

1O/ (10




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be slghed by ONE or mare owners of an undividad inlersst of at [sast $1% inthe ot or parcet for
which such protest is filed, such interest being nol mersly an easamant. A lerant under aleass which has a
remainling term of tan years or longer shall be deamed an "owner” for purposes of his protest. When the owner of
an eligible protast sifs is a lagal enlitiy olher than a person or parsons, the protest petition shall be sigred by the
duly authorized officer(s) of such lagal entity. When such |sgsl entity is a horeowner's essociation, the profest
petition shall be signed by the duly auharized officer(s) of such sssoclation, or, in lisu thareok, by 51% of the
members of the assaclation,
PRINTNAME i DAYTIME
Steverny MARK MOooRE. TeLerHonEs (98 4 9- 48D
ACDRESS CITY STATE ZIP CODE
Q55 Salerne Dv Co.mp}:sell CA- 95008~
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE
ﬁ’d F-28-28106
PRINT NAME - DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CmY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHNATURE (Notatlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIF‘_GDDE
| SIGNATURE (Natarlzed) . DATE
PRINT HAME DeyTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCCODE
SIGNATURE (Motarized} DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOMNE#
ADDRESS Chy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHATURE {Matarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAKE DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDHESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
Useseparaleshest if nacassary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Znning PratmsL piBSTARDRSEN Retv. BRE00G




STATE OF CALIFOFENIA !

—r

B4,

COUNTYOF_QANTA CLARA )
14
Cn RISEPTEM G'ﬁﬁ“hefare me, _@\)1 i F B Ro ﬁ{ﬁcﬁﬁy Fublic, perscnally appeared
STEVEN WMARK MOGRE, , who proved to me on the basls of

salisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare suhseribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshe/they executed the same in his/herftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/thelr signature(s) on the instrument the persen(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pexson(s) acked, executed the instrument.

* 1 cerlify under PENALTY OF FERJURY wunder the laws of the State of Califprnia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

' », WILLAM F. BRO
WITNESS my hand and cfficial seal. e | Lo g iﬁgfﬁg'gm}
AL st iroom §
i, F &rrve B o e T 7
Ane {Seal} S
Noary Public
STATE QF CALIFORNIA ]
) s
COUNTY OF )
O : before me, . Notary Public, personally appeared

 who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s} whose name(s) jsfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfher/thelr signature(s) on the instrument the person{g), or the entity upen behalf of which the
person(s) acted, execuled the inshonent.

I certify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
prragraph {s true and correct,

WITINESS my hand and official seal,

(>eal)

Mokary Public

20194371
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TTAC NT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Direcfor
Initiated Prezening (File No, C10-010} (*Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts;

1, Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Camphbell and the

City of S5an Jose.

2. Prezening Dire i ity of Campbell and Cambrian 36

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In Qctober of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Camphell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-anyexation), auashed this effort. Despife this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian £36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell.” '

2. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Property, My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
sertices received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hagnot provided a sufficient
analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with tmy property’s existing County

zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uises are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming, As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

A Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quuality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliarice on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance o the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban serviee area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
stpplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections ar changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162. :

. Public Hearing Nofice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planming & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well az lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. Asg such, the Plarming
Commission’s recommendation is mzll and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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200 East Sanla Clara Siraet
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ZDNING PROTESTAPPLICATION

FILENUMBER _ ' COUNCIL
<O~ 21O DISTRICT
QLAD £ ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN

REZOMING FILE NUMBER

\)“ hDDHESSDF F'FI OPERTY EEING

PROTESTED i10p CALERND ':Dh QAHA’FE!-ELL CA Qsocg
ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)
Y -p5-04Y

REASON QFPAOTEST
| prolast the proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Use geparalesheal ifnacessary

Tha property inwhlch | own an undivided Imerest ol atieast &%, and on behalf of which this protest is belng flled,
is situaled al: fdescribe propery by addrass and Assessor's Parcel Nuimber)

~ 108 CALf.M o DIRIVE, (A UAPERCL, A 45008
YiY-o5-0%4
and Is now zoned RI-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided intarast whizh Lown v ihe propery described in he stalament above 15 a:
#, IE_ Faa Interas! {ownearship)

L__l Leasehold inleresl which expires on

[ 1 Other:(exptain)

PLEASE CALLTHE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN AP PLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zardrg Pinleepine5AppEealkon Pl 6200

10/ % /10




ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Pagez2
This form musi be signed by QNE or mors owners ol an undividad inleres! of al least 51% in the lol or parcel far
which such protest is filad, such Intersst being not merely an easemant. Atananl under a lease which has a
ramalning lerm of ten years or longer shall be desmed an “owner” for purposes of 1his protest. When Ihe owner of
an ellgible protest sile is a lagal entilly other than & person or persons, tha protest pelillon shall ba signed by the
duly autharlzed oficeris) of such logal entliy. When such [spal enllly is 2 homeowner's association, 1he protest
psiilion shall be slgned by the duly aulhorized officar(s) of such asseclstion, or, in eu Ihereof, by 51% of the
mambers ol tha aasociation,
FRINTHNAME i DAYTIME
O anpace DeCou TeLepHonEs 0B~ 3TI-(1{2-
ADDHESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
I~ 1108 Sacerno Drzive, Camegere (A 95004
SIGNATURE (Noterlzad) i DATE
_L, /‘ ,NMMEIL _2,(,1“, 42 5{z0(0
PRINT MAWE DAYTIME ! i
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
S|GMNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DANTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATLRE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCQDE
SIEMATURE (Motarized) DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE#
ADDRESS cmy ETATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATLARE (Notarized) DATE
PRINT NAME DAY TIME
TELEPHOMNE#
ADDAESS GITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE {Maotar|lzed} DATE
Use separateshast il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMEMNT DESK AT (408) 535-31555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Fovitking Prajsst pmEsHgplearin R, A0




STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF a_.s )

7} Notary Public, personally appeared
i¥k who proved to me on the basis of
sabisfactory Ewdenoeto be the pers (5] wh-::se name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(g) on the Insbument the person(s), or the end by upon behalf of which the
personds) acted, executed the instrument,

I certify nnder PENALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
patagraph 16 trie and correct.

WITNESS my hand and offfeial seal, . JAMEY
B Commislon # 1733378
B Holary Public - Callfomia !
W Seal) ; Sanla Clara Counly
( W { My Comm. Expres Apr 20,2011
Nitary Public
STATE OI' CALITORMNIA ]
-
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, » Motary Public, personally appeared

. who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) 1afare sobscribed o the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exeruted the same in hisfherAhelr authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherféheir signature{s) on the instrument the personds), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exemited the ingtroment.

I certify under PENALTY OI' PERJURY under the laws of the State af California that the foregoing
paragraph {s broe and correct.

WITHESS my hand and official eeal.

{(Seal)

Motary Pubdic

200943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TOQ ZONING PROTEST AFPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Couneil to dery -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning™} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference bo the following facts;

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose’s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my pioperty and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Frezoning Directly Contradi ity of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

QOwners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the sfated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 nto
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented o the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recefved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in ammexing Carnbrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

a. Prezoning Will Resylt in Annexation that Wj fit My Pro

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents arty services and i€ has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive,
Furthermare, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meat
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysic of Prezoning ig Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with mry praperty’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEOQA. Brnvironmental review of the

Prezoning has not heen cenducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA®). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmentzl Impact Report (“EIR”} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Sinee its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that waz not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.}. As such, a
sipplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerfification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
(Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

b. Public Hearing Notice Viclated City an: otice Requirements, Notice for the
San, Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezening failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commisgion refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and woid and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code §20.120.030(B). -
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

R

COUNGIL

RISTRICT

QUAD # ZOMING GENERAL DATE
: PLAN ay

REZOMINAFILEMUMEER

% ADDRESS OF PROPEATY BEING —

PROTESTED YR /)ﬂ// A D/? e CAMPBELL CAS20d
x ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER{S) ’-/fﬁél 3 ? DOG
REASON OFPROTEST o

| prolest Ihe proposed rezoning becauss See Attachment A

Use saparate sheatil nacessary

The praperty in which | cwen an undivided [meras! of &t leasl 51%, and on behall of which this protest i& balng fited,
is siluated al: fdascribe proparly by address aiid Assessors Farca! Number)

301 Dajiss pee  CAmeaEre, Ca 35tod
Hra 39-pob

. and la now zoned R1-8 Distrlet. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlarest which | own In the property described in the statemant above lsa:

x E]( Few Interest {ownarship)

[:] Leasghold inerast which expires on

[] Other: (expiain)

PLEASE CALL THE ARPOIMTMENT DESK AT [408) 535-35b5 FOR AM APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
ek Pun kLM BA A pRcalion Rer, AE00E




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must ba signad by OME or mare owners of an undivided interest al al least 51% inthe kot ar pareel for
which such protest Is filed, such interest baing not merely an easement. Atenant under a leass which has a
ramaining larm of fon years or langer shall be desmead an “owner” for purposes ol 1his protest, When the owner of
an eligibla prolest sile is a legal enlitiy ofher than a persan ar persons, The protest pellion shall be signed by Ihe
duty authorizad officar{s) of such legal enfity. When such lagal enily is a homeowner's assoclallon, the protest
petiion shall be signad by the duly avthorzed olicer(s) of such assoclation, or, in lieu theraof, by 51% of the
membersof the assoclalion,
PRINT NAM . DAYTIME !
[hemas J. LAURIAVTL TELEPHONE# Z9F 37 7457 7 :
ADDRESS C‘?EIE ZiF GODE g
501 Dallas pELYe ¢ MP&ELL 930af y
SIGNATURE (Notarlz DATE
{ ?"W/’Wu P27 /0 |
PRINT NAME DAYTIME !
TELEPHONE # f
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIPCODE i
SIGMATURE [Notar zed] CATE
PRINT NaME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE # ‘
ADDRESS Ty STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE (Notar lzed) _ DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
_ TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS ciry STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Natarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME CAYTIME
TELEPHOWE#
ADDRESS Iy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE {Notar [zed) DATE
FRINTHAME CAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDORESS CIry STATE ZIPCAODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) DATE |
Uss saparata sheal [frscessary :

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zowndng Priest pmBTARRGc iy R, Gt



STATE OF CALTFORNIA J
3
COUNTY OF %ﬂ?& { Wﬁ )
Om f[{?:l[ [D hefore me, H‘?' U/M’i ; Notary Public, persenally appeared
M J~Lﬁﬂﬂm”ﬁ W@? —_ , who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument arud
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the swme hisfherfthelr authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/their signature(s) on the instrument the person{s), or the endlyr upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exeruted the inshrement. -

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJULRY under the Jlaws o i e forepaing

paragraph is true and corect. o, M. 5. LUCIO
F b0 Commbiston # 179064711
L Hotary Fublie - Califamla g

Sanka Clora Counly

WITHNESS my, d and official seal.

\ (Beal)
Aﬂo{ary Phiblic
S5TATE OF CALIFORNIA 1
] e
COUNTY OF )
On before me, , Notary Publie, personally appeared

, who proved tome on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose namefs) lsfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefihey execitted the same in hisfher/theie authorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/her/their slgrature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon hehalf of which the
persan(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I cortify under PENALTY OF FERJURY under the lawe of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is brae and correct.

WITINESS my hand and offic{al seal.

{Seal)

Motary Public

3T




Residential
ATTACHMENT A

T ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest - and respectfully urge the City Couneil to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {“Prezening”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Joge for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning iz proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to ~ the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pockel” annexabon (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 pareels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Condradi ity of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of 5an Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desive of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2008, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for anmexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chircg, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners” inierest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrtan #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Properiy. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will resultin a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to pravide fire




Residental

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban igland annexation pursuant to Goverrment Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses ave currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become Jegal non-conforming, As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Envirenmental Review of Prezgning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Envirpnmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of 3an Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Envirorunental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - maore than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial impoxtance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
stupplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

f. Public Hearing Notice Viplated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to

comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 properly owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as Jack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused ¢o grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does nat comply with Municipal Code §20.120.030(B).




